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Verilink Corporation herein proposes that the CODaission

amend Part 68 of the Commission's Rules to authorize line build

out ("LBO") functionality to be provided in the transmission path

of 1.544 Mbps ("DS1") services as a coaPOnent of regulated

network interface equipment located on customer premises. This

modest amendment will bring the Co..ission's rules in line with

the current direction of technical standards for diqital services

and equipment. Further, the proposed aaendment will eliainate a

source of customer confusion and network hara. Allowinq

regulated network provision of LBO will also facilitate the

introduction and deploYment of advanced transmission services in

the pUblic switched network. The proposed Part 68 rule

amendments will not imPair competition in the equipment market or

disadvantaqe customer premises equipment vendors. To the

contrary, the amendment will serve the public interest by

siqnificantly benefitting CPE customers, network users and the

manufacturinq industry as a whole.
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Network Equipment on CUstomer Premises )

'1'11.,10. roa Inm".,

Verilink corporation ("verilink"), pursuant to Section 1.401

of the Commission's RUles, 47 C.F.R. S 1.401 (1991), hereby

petitions the Commission for a rulemaking to amend the

Commission's Part 68 rules to authorize line build out ("LBO")

functionality to be provided in the transmission path of 1.544

Mbps ("DS1") services as a component of regulated network

interface equipment located on customer premises. As detailed

below, the rule change proposed in the instant rulemaking

petition will permit implementation of the American National

Standards Institute ("ANSI") standard for the DSl Metallic

Interface and eliminate a source of network harm, customer

confusion and unnecessary equipment costs. The proposed rule

change will also facilitate the efficient introduction and

deplOYment of advanced transmission services in the pUblic

switched network.
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Verilink is a manufacturer of telephone network diagnostic

equipment, includinq a number of customer premises equipment

("CPE") products that contain LBO functionality. Headquartered

in San Jose, California, Verilink markets its products to end

users and other equipment suppliers. From its inception,

Verilink has participated in the co..ission's proceedinqs

concerninq CPE and in the activities of the ANSI-accredited Tl

committee. As a hiqh-technoloqy CPE manufacturer committed to

producinq state-of-the-art equipment that best serves its

customers' needs, Verilink has consistently taken a real-world,

practical approach to resolvinq technical network and CPE

standards setting issues in Tl Committee discussions and in the

Commission's Part 68 and other proceedinqs. In this petition,

Verilink urqes the Commission to adopt a similarly practical

approach to the network provision of line build out in the DSl

transmission path. In Verilink's view, the modest rule

amendments proposed herein will brinq the Commission's rUles in

line with the current direction of technical standards for

diqital services and equipment. The amendments will eliminate a

source of customer confusion, and network harm to the siqnificant

benefit of CPE customers, network users and the CPE manufacturinq

industry as a whole. Amendments are also consistent with the

deployment of advanced transmission technoloqies, includinq

inteqrated services diqital networks ("ISDN"), and the efficient

technoloqical development of the u.S. telecommunications

- 2 -



infrastructure. Accordinqly, the public interest requires that

the Commission adopt the Part 68 amendaents proposed herein.

QCICJIOJDII)

LBO is a feature that attenuate. stronq siqna1s trans.itted

when the distance between reqenerators or between a reqenerator

and the transmit/receive equip..nt aay be short. By attenuatinq

the siqna1, LBO prevents CPE devices fro. deliverinq excessive

siqna1 power into the network thereby causinq potential network

harm. In particular, excessive siqna1 power delivered into the

network often produces cross-talk, ~, noises present in, a

channel when currents from one channel interfere with those of

another. To guard aqainst such network harm, Part 68 requires

all Network Channel Terminatinq Equipment ("MCTE") to be capable

of providinq LBO functionality. 1/

The specific Part 68 rules addressinq LBO were adopted as a

result of the Commission's decision to treat NCTE as unregulated

CPE requirinq carriers to unbundle diqita1 MCTE and to state the

charqes for NCTE as separate rate elements on an unregulated

basis. 1/ After its NCTE unbundlinq and detariffinq decision,

1/ Terminal equipment used in conjunction with carrier provided
diqita1 services is qeneral1y referred to as NCTE or Channel
Service Units ("CSUs").

1/ ~ Amendment of the Commission's BYle. Concerning
Connection of Equipment systems and protective Apparatus to the
Telephone Network. (Interconnection Order I), CC Docket No. 81
216, 94 FCC 2d 5 (1983), recon. denied, FCC 84-145 (released
April 27, 1984) (unbundlinq and detariffinq MCTE from network
facilities).

- 3 -



the Commission adopted Part 68 rules that would ensure that

unbundled NCTE would not cause network harm by delivering high

amplitude pulses or voltages into the network. The co..ission

specifically adopted Section 68.308(h) (2) (iii) which provides

that NCTE shall incorporate three signal attenuation settings

options A, Band C with a value of 0 db, 7.5 db and 15 db -- that

can be selected at the time of installation depending on the

level of attenuation needed to protect the network and avoid

crosstalk. ~ 47 C.F.R. 55 68.308(h)(2)(ii), (h) (2)(iii).

While LBO functionality was initially intended as a CPE

provided feature, the Commission later established an NCTE waiver

standard which, if met, would permit a carrier to provide certain

LBO functionality as a part of regulated service.11

SUbsequently, the Commission also carved out an exemption from

the unregulated NCTE rUle for LBO provided to Perform loopback

testing.

This petition for a rulemaking follows a Petition for

declaratory rUling or, in the alternative, a waiver, filed by

BellSouth Corporation in 1988. BellSouth requested in that

petition a declaration confirming that carriers are permitted to

provide LBO in the regulated DS1 transmission path. Bel1South

explained in its Petition that such a ruling by the FCC would

facilitate the implementation of the American National Standard

for Telecommunications-Carrier-to-CUstomer Installation - DS1

11 ~ Amendment to section 64.702 of the COmmission's Rules
and Regulations (Third Computer Ingyiry), 2 FCC Red. 3072
(1987) ("Computer III. Phase II Order").
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Metallic Interface ANSI Tl.403 in the most technically and

economically efficient manner. The standard calls for a single

pulse template and a uniform signal level to be transmitted from

the NCTE to the network interface. Although the ANSI standard

does not mandate any particular method of accomplishing signal

power control, BellSouth arqued in its a petition that LBO in the

requlated network interface is the most efficient manner and the

only practical solution to impleaent the new ANSI standard.

BellSouth asserted that existing Commission rules permit

network provision of LBO based on carriers' authority to place

network equipment on customer premises to perform loopback

testing for digital services in accordance with the Commission's

decision in the COlIPuter III Phase II order.!1 BellSouth asked

the Commission to confirm that the saae LBO functionality could

be used to provide signal power coordination for both looped test

signals and customer generated signals. In the alternative,

BellSouth requested a waiver of the rules to permit carriers to

provide LBO in the OSl transmission path under the Commission's

NCTE waiver standard. In comments and reply comments, Verilink

supported BellSouth's request for declaratory ruling or waiver to

permit network LBO in the OSl transmission path.

~ Computer III. Phase II Order, 2 FCC Red. at 3072.
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In an order released in June 1991,~' the Commission denied

BellSouth's petition on the procedural grounds that the petition

did not identify an existing controversy regarding the

interpretation of the existing rules. According to the

Commission, a number of preceding orders make clear that

regulated carrier-provided LBO is peraitted only for loopback

testing. The commission also denied BellSouth's alternative

waiver request because, in the Co..ission's view, the

implementation of a new ANSI interface standard having broad

impact on the telecommunications industry should be considered in

the context of a rulemaking proceeding and not implemented

through a waiver. Based on the record already developed in that

proceeding, the Commission identified in its order specific

issues that should be addressed in any rule.aking Petition

submitted seeking authority for carriers to provide LBO in the

DS1 transmission path. Verilink att..pts to address these issues

herein.§,1

~I Bellsouth's Petition for Declaratory RUling or.
Alt§rnatiyely. Begyest for Limited ltiYer of the CPE Rul.s to
ProyiQ§ Line Build out (LBO) Functionality AI a Coapon§nt of
R§qulat§d Network Int§rface Connectors on customer Premises, DA
91-664 (Released June 6, 1991) ("B§llsQuth order").

§,1 B§llsQuth Ord§r, at ! 30.
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I. ALLOWI_ ••1JL&lfB IIII'fWOItK -001....., IfO novzD.
LBO II .,.. 081 ft••MI881011 ~A. WILL BLIMI_If.
UB DB JIOa C1J8lf01D11t/CUIlI.. .JOlft .en:....I_
AI1D ALLBVUtt. UllldCB••UY USD CODU8101, UP"••
MP 1fID0JtI '1M

Under current industry practices and FCC rUles, CPE

interface devices are capable of delivering signal output at

several different levels. Selection of the appropriate signal

power output pulse must be accomplished at the time of

installation and will depend on the particular interface

technology used, such as repeatered line. or mUltiplexers. As a

practical matter, adjusting the CPE output signal power at the

time of installation is often left in the hands of the customer

since carriers cannot determine the need for LBO when the

customer's order is taken. All carriers have procedures for

providing this information at installation, but getting it into

the hands of the CPE installor, and having it properly

interpreted is problematic .1/

The requirement that customers select among the mUltiple

power output levels has led to substantial customer confusion and

error in selecting the appropriate power settings. Many

customers, unable to determine the correct setting from the

carrier representative, contact Verilink representatives for

assistance. Verilink has found that in many instances, custo..rs

1/ It appears that the Commission's order in Docket 88-57,
which effectively moved the network interface away from the end
user, has aggravated this situation. In particUlar, the
Commission's order has made it more difficult for the standards
bodies to dealing with customer-provided LBO.

- 7 -



seeking assistance have already unknowingly misadjusted the

signal output level settings and are introducing excessive power

into the network through their CPE --often resulting in cross

talk. In Verilink's experience, the customer responsibility to

choose among multiple LBO settings has given rise to a joint

engineering procedure whereby CPE customers must seek assistance

from manufacturers to determine the appropriate LBO setting for

the particular installation. Even though product manuals

provided with equipment typically include explicit instructions,

users often do not follow the instructions or do not interpret

the instructions accurately. This is occurring more frequently

as T-l circuits are being deployed more often to smaller

businesses (Which may be driven, in part, by declining T-l tariff

rates. )

This joint engineering process is time-consuming, costly and

inefficient. The joint engineering process is particularly

wasteful and unnecessary in light of the fact that carriers are

currently permitted to provide LBO for certain other functions.

To eliminate the confusion, unnecessary costs and inefficiencies

arising from the joint engineering process, Verilink requests

that the Commission amend its Part 68 rules to require output

pulse templates to include only a single "selection" -

specifically, Option A with a value of 0 dB. Verilink proposes

that Sections 68.308(h) (2) (ii) and (iii) be revised to delete all

references to Options Band C and the need to select the

appropriate output pulse option at installation. These modest

- 8 -



rule changes proposed herein are intended to alleviate the

unnecessary joint engineering procedure and facilitate

provisioning of T-1 circuits.

A. What .avia9. vill :r:_ult f:r:oa .1laiDatioa of
joiat .a9ia••riDg'? 1fIaat i. til. _11&1 dollar
aaouat of til... _viDCJa? IIov are aaouat.
calculat.d? Who beD.fit. froa ..ell iDdicated
.ayipa?

CUrrently there is a large number of new metallic Tl

facilities or nonmetallic facilities that are installed each

year. Verilink estimates that approximately 3,500 new OSl esus

per month are installed throughout the country. An estimated 20%

of these require servicing at installation and 1% of these may

require that a craftsperson be dispatched to the customer site to

resolve the problem. A total of approximately 42,000 circuit

ends per year are initiated, altered, modified or moved.

Approximately 8400 of these have difficulty at turn up and

installation and Verilink estimates that approximately one half

of these problems are LBO-related problems. The remaining 4200

service problems relate to other circuit problems, manuals, lack

of installer's knowledge, or inoperative equipment rather than to

difficulties in selecting the appropriate LBO setting. Verilink

believes that permitting carriers to provide LBO as a part of

regulated OSl services will eventually eliminate an estimated

4200 service problems per year. Further, the problems are not

limited to metallic facilities and, therefore, as fiber in the

- 9 -



loop and associated mUltiplexing become more widespread, the

number of LBO-related problems will increase.

Eliminating the need for joint engineering will result in

substantial savings not the least of which is avoiding the lost

time to customers in accessing a circuit. Although it is

difficult to quantify, users would avoid the significant costs,

including the costs of lost business opportunities, arising from

the delay that results when a circuit cannot be turned up as

scheduled due to customer confusion or errors in selecting the

LBO power setting and the need for joint engineering (including

user/manufacturer and user/telco joint engineering). other

specific costs incurred in the joint engineering process include

communications costs (telephone, facsimile and meetings with CPE

customers) and the cost of field service engineering time and

occasional travel expenses.

Assuming that each service problem requires one hour of

craftsman time and one hour of communications time to resolve,

Verilink estimates that approximately 8400 labor hours Per year

are devoted to resolving LBO proble... This represents a minimum

of $210,000 in labor costs (calculated on a $25/hour labor rate).

In Verilink's experience, approximately 40 incidences of

installation difficulties per year require that personnel be

dispatched to the customer site. In these cases, Verilink incurs

airfare and various other eXPenses at an average cost of $1000

per incident or roughly $40,000 for Verilink to resolve hard core

installation problems.

- 10 -



Verilink understands that other manufacturers incur similar

expenses each year in resolving LBO probl.... Thus the savings

gained by eliminating the need for LBO joint engineering would be

substantial. The beneficiaries of these savings would not only

be CSU manufacturers, but also telephone companies and the users

who would save the indirect costs of having personnel tied up in

resolving these issues.

B. What would be the coat to CIt. usesoa of
(1) requirin9 network proviaion of LBO, or
(2) peraittin9 network provisioa of LBO?
Xnclude dollar aaouats ... ..tbod of
calculation. Bow would eitber (1) or (2)
affect tariffed rate. for 081, iaitially and
subsequently?

Network provision of LBO would not increase the cost of CPE

and may, in fact, lead to slightly reduced costs based on the

elimination of redundant components and switches in CPE devices.

Based on changes in production and testing costs, Verilink

estimates that CSU prices would be reduced by $3-$7. Verilink

believes that a carrier could not justify imposing higher service

rates based on network provision of LBO since LBO already is

available from the serving carrier for other purposes, ~,

loopback. Accordingly, Verilink does not anticipate that the

proposed rule change will have any impact on tariffed rates for

DSl service, but, rather, may even allow rates to be lowered as

the administration costs of joint engineering are minimized.

- 11 -



II. PlIRIIIftIIIG cu.aID PROVI8IOJI 0., LID BUILD OUT
W:eLL .,ACILI!'&I'. DlPL_Jllft'AI'IOIf 0" na ....1 Del
Ift...,&C_, WILL DguIa. IIIIlIDL RUL. UlQDllJQllf8,
AlfJ) CAll II ZllPLIIII1ft'IJ) WID UUD' DI81VP'lIOX

A. nat illpact 40ea the D8I 081 Iaterface
ataD4ar4 have on Part ,. or oa cUJ:rent
iateroonnectioa practice. UDder .art ,.,
nat ahoul4 the relatio••laip _ _tweeD the
D8I 081 iaterface ataa4azd &ad .art ,.,
nat rule cluulge. _~ _ aeo..~ to
aooo.-o4ate the D8I 081 i.terface .taD4ar4'
8houl4 cUJ:reDt LBO fUllOtio_llty requlr.enta
in Part ,. _ el1aiaat..' If LBO were
elilli_ted, laow woul4 the tr_itioa be
acooapliahe4 tbrouqh Part ", inclu4inq aDy
propoat4 rule changea?

Verilink believes that the ANSI OSl interface standard could

be implemented under the existing Part 68 rules and therefore it

is not necessary that the ANSI DSl interface standard have a

significant impact on Part 68. Part 68 and the ANSI standard

address distinct, albeit related, network concerns. The Part 68

requirements are designed to protect the network from harm. The

ANSI OSl interface standards are intended to ensure

interoperability and adequate performance of customer equipment

with the network. ANSI Tl. 403 requires that the siqnal to be

delivered to the network interface be a nominal 3 volt peak

amplitude signal with some deqradation for wirinq. The standard

provides for a technology-independent interface so that

regardless of the media provided by the servinq carrier, the CPE

customer will always provide the same siqnal output power level.

No joint enqineerinq (customer/telco or customer/manufacturer) is

required at the time of installation. The ANSI standard is not

inconsistent with the existinq terms of Part 68 rules given that

- 12 -



the ANSI standard requires only that customers uniformly select

the 0 dB option already authorized by Part 68.

In light of the Commission's recent opinion in its order

denying BellSouth's petition, however, Verilink reco_ends that

Part 68 be amended specifically to accommodate the ANSI standard.

That is, section 68.308(h)(2)(ii) should be amended to delete

reference to output pUlse options Band C and revised to reflect

that a single output pulse level will be permitted for all

equipment interfacing the network. Thus, the implementation of

the ANSI standard through these rule revisions would eliminate

the requirement for LBO functionality in CPE.

Verilink believes that the transition to the new LBO rule

could be accomplished easily with minimal impact on existing

customers. currently installed CPE would not be required to be

adjusted to the single power setting requirement unless a circuit

rearrangement occurs. Provision at only a single setting in new

equipment would be optional given that all existing equipment is

capable of being set at the 0 db power setting and the cost of

LBO is so low.

- 13 -



III. PBIUlIftI.G CURIa paOVIDIID LBO I. !'1m ftU8JU88IOJI
PAD WILL upna!'. PU!' ,. IfO~ CURIlD'f ftDD8 1M
S'IUDUD 811ftI_ a.D WILL .0'1 ADVDSBLY UI'.c'I DII CPB
IIDUSBY

A. Wbat effect, if aD1', would ..a.atory or
peraiaaive Detwork proviaioD of LBO at tbe
iDterface have OD aa.petitioD iD tbe CP•
..rket, aDd what t.paat would auab proviaioD
have OD DSl aerviaea? IDolude quaatitative
Iupport.

Verilink strongly believes that network provision of LBO

will have no material impact on competition in the CPR market,

particularly given that LBO in the future will be required less

frequently as the market requires more fiber optic circuits to be

deployed. The LBO function, whether in a stand-alone NCTE device

or integrated into a PBX or multiplexer, constitutes only a small

portion of the electronics. NCTE purchasing decisions are

typically based on service, features and interoperability and not

on subtle differences in price. While peraitting carriers to

provide LBO in DS1 transmission paths will not cause a dramatic

drop in CSU price, it will significantly improve customer

perception of service and CSU equipment. The requested rule

changes will in no way impede a CPE manufacturer's competitive

position and, will eliminate substantial inefficiencies and

unnecessary costs.
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B. What bas occurred ia the .-rketplace or
ia the regulatory ..viro....t to juatify
any chaDge. ia ourreat c~i••ioa polioie.
favoria9 reteatioa of LBO ia ~.? -.plaia
the relatioa.hip bet.eea th..e aarketplaoe
or regulatory oocurr..ce. aad the aeed to
ohaRge co..i ••i08 policy.

Over the past decade, there has been a dramatic increase in

the number of T1 circuits deployed. As a result of that

increase, the industry has gained valuable experience concerning

the various difficulties inherent in the joint engineering

process, particularly the difficulty in educating users and

communicating to telephone companies regarding the appropriate

switch settings for LBO. Verilink has learned, for example, that

some customers attempt to adjust the signal power during

installation by selecting the 15 dB setting with an apparent

intent of strengthening the CPE signal power or select the 0 dB

setting with an intent of achieving a weaker signal power.

Because the 0, 7.5 and 15 dB levels inversely correspond to the

magnitude of signal power, in the first instance, the adjustment

would only attenuate the signal; in the latter instance, the

adjustment would likely introduce excessive signal power into the

network, contrary to the customer's intentions. The requirement

that customers adjust and tinker with their equipment often leads

to unintentional and unpredictable difficulties, including the

inadvertent adjustment of other equipment settings and knobs to

compensate for LBO misadjustment and disruption of service to

third parties.
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In the future, we can expect to see expanded deployment of

DS1 by mUltiplexers. Hiqh-rate Diqital Subscriber Line ("HDSL")

multiplexinq technoloqy will be increasinqly used. MUltiplexinq

technoloqies do not require LBO in CPE and accordinqly there is

little justification for retaininq LBO functions in CPE.

Further, Verilink also believes that the proposed modest rule

amendment will facilitate the introduction of ISDN in the future

by simplifyinq its implementation. Toqether, these factors

illustrate that the requested amendaents are consistent with

marketplace and technoloqical developaents and therefore should

be adopted.

IV. TBCJDIICAL IS80S llBGUDIJIQ LX_ aVXLD Oft I'VIfCTXODLX'IY go
DB DBVBLOPJIDT UD XIIPLBIID1'1'AlfIOIf OW !'1m 081 D8l II1'1'DI'ACB
8'1'MQI'P

A. Provi4e .ta~i.~ioal i.foraa~ioD regar4iDq
~he a.eraqe cable l ..q~h froa ~he CIt. ~o

~he iD~erfaoe, iDOlu4iDq 4ata reqar4iDq
the ourreDt averaqe .i98&l level a~ the
D.tyork interfaoe.

Verilink does not have access to specific data reqardinq the

averaqe cable lenqth from the CPE to the interface. The

commission rulinq in Docket 88-57, however, requires that the

distance be no more than 12 inches .11 Under the 12 inch

requirement, the transmit power at the network interface would be

almost exactly the same as is beinq transmitted from the NCTE and

1( Reyiew Qf sections 68.104 and 68.213 Qf the CQmmission's
Rules Concerning ConnectiQn Qf Simple Inside Wiring to the
TelephQne Network, CC Docket No., 88-57 FCC 90-220, Report and
Order and Further NQtice Qf Prqpose4 Ruleaaking, (released June
14, 1990) reCQn. denied, DA 90-1082 (released August 13, 1990).

- 16 -



the signal being received by the HCTE would be the same as the

power at the network interface based on the negligible 12 inch

length of transmission wire. (Verilink notes that the last

section of a metallic facility is typically engineered to be no

greater than 3000 feet.)

In applications where the telephone company is providing the

service with a multiplexer, the power going in both directions

will be approximately 12 to 19 dBm (as specified in ANSI T1.403).

In a metallic facility, if signal power LBO options Band C were

not required, the power would always be 12 to 19 dBm which

complies with existing Part 68 requirements and ANSI T1.403.1/

B. Bzplaia ~ov t~e .pacifio .igDal levela
proposed »y t~e U8I .taa4arcl. vere arrived
at, e.pecially t~e 12.0 t. 1'.0 ABa level for
IIC'I••iCJD&l. at t~e illterface. ke t~e DSI
aiDtaua aigDal atrea9tb l ...el. b19'" tbaD
oarreat aigDal .trea9tb. to ~e aetvork interfaoe?
If .0. yu? If not. .Jay aot?

Verilink understands that the 12 and 19 dBm levels were

included in the ANSI standards in order to comply with the Part

68 rules and to represent historical telephone company

engineering practices. These level. are required to minimize

cross talk in the network and provide adequate signal level at

1/ Some would suggest that because there is JIOre power
transmitted, there is a greater potential for extraneous
electromagnetic radiation. When a product is designed with three
options, however, the device will always be measured for
compliance with the Commission's Part 15 rules in the "worst
case" condition, ~, using Option A (0 dB). Thus, eliminating
Options Band C will simplify the predictability of radio
frequency interference studies.
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the maximum distance from the network interface which as stated

above is a nominal 3000 feet of 24 gauge wire. The ANSI minimum

signal strength levels are not higher than the current signal

strength of the network interface. The output under Option A of

the rules would certainly be higher than option B or C. Under

the current FCC rules, the LBO switches would lower the power

into the network because of the co~l.x nature of the wave shapes

in the DSl signal and the template defined in Section 68.308.

c. Should 081 .ervioe. be u ..~ecI differ_~ly

fro. other diqital or aDaloq .ervio•• UDder
Part I.?

Although Verilink does not propose that the Commission

undertake a substantial restructuring of the Part 68 rules to

distinguish DSl from other services, it urges the Commission to

recognize that DSl services are in fact significantly different

from other services. The rate of one and one-half megabit of

data is significantly higher by a factor of 30 over the next

highest rate in the Part 68 rules. High speed signals have the

potential for more difficulties given that higher DSl services

are Ubiquitous and encounter a broader variety of

environments.l!11

121 This data rate pushes the perforaance envelop of twisted
pair media, and frequently special provision rules have kept
delivered costs higher than desired. Recognizing this, carriers
have continually explored other delivery ..chanis.. inclUding
fiber systems and various HDSL technolOCJies. Deployment of sOile
of these has been significantly slowed by concern for customer
displacement and/or stepping over the line drawn between network
functionality and CPE.
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In Verilink's experience, at 45 aeqabits or broadband ISDN,

for example, it will be even more difficult to ensure

interoperability. Because it is more difficult to isolate the

source of trouble at higher rates, elaborate network management

systems are required. In fact, a priaary purpose of CSUs and

NCTE, in addition to terminating circuits, is to identify the

source of difficulties amonq or between the network, the user or

the interexchange carrier. DSl service. thus require that

equipment comply more closely with standards than lower digital

rates to ensure interoperability.

Verilink therefore believes that DSl service should be

treated differently in some respect.. DSl services have a

greater need for joint enqineering, and the failure of one user

to correctly engineer the facility between the demarcation point

to the network interface may have an adverse impact on other

users. DS1 services, incorporating relatively complex

technology, are increasingly being thrust on "third tier"

customers, such as large retail chains, that typically have less

experience and a less sophisticated understanding of teleco..uni

cations services and facilities relative to larger companies that

have historically used these services. Accordingly, the

Commission's overarching goal in refining the Part 68 rules to

accommodate market trends should be to make circuit provisioning

as simple as possible -- a "plug and play" approach. Elaborate

provisions that require users to understand and comply with

relatively complex rules will discourage customers from using DS1
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services. In that event, smaller co.panies will be less likely

to receive the substantial benefits such services can brinq to

users.

COIICLJJIIOM

The public interest requires that the Co..ission adopt the

modest Part 68 rule amendments proposed herein. The proposed

rule chanqes would permit the implementation of the ANSI DS1

metallic interface standard and eliminate a source of network

harm. The rule modifications will also simplify the provision of

DS1 circuits by eliminatinq customer confusion and unnecessary

equipment costs. Accordinqly, the proposed aaendaents, if

adopted, will serve the Commission's objective to promote the

widespread provision of efficient, hiqh quality

telecomaunications services in the United States.

RespectfUlly SUbmitted,

VDILID CORPODlfIO.

By: wltl'~ll;ci~/6J
Vice president, Technoloqy

Developaent

Verilink Corporation
145 Baytech Drive
San Jose, California 95134
(408) 945-1199

Dated: December 14, 1992
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